households between 1644 and 1654. Anna Keay's book on the court ritual of Charles II, to its great credit, also dedicates a chapter to ritual in his exiled Court.
2 Some other works also contribute to our understanding of this banished body, though these are not written as court histories per se. Foremost among them are biographies of the key people in this Court; most obviously those written on Charles II and his brother, James.
3 There are also other useful texts aside from these. One notable recent publication is Geoffrey Smith's work on the cavaliers in exile. 4 This serves as a useful introduction to the exile experience of many royalists, particularly those from England.
5
While useful -they do tell us of such things as key factional disputes etc.
-there are problems with them. Life within the exiled Court is only covered in a limited way and some biographers only deal with parts of the exile. 6 Court life is not the main focus of these works. Also, many of the works touching on the banished Stuart Court during the 1650s, both old and recent, assume that this institution differed greatly from other royal courts simply because it was in exile. One scholar has talked of the 'fictive nature of a court without a kingdom'.
7 Another, writing much earlier in the twentieth century, spoke of the exiled courtiers as being 'without more than the semblance of a court'.
8 A nineteenth-century survey of the Stuart courts, while giving a brief chapter to Charles II's exile Court, dedicated fifteen chapters to the Lord Protector's Court. 9 Furthermore, a modern scholar, in a survey of Tudor and Stuart courts, did not refer to Charles II's exiled Court at all, seeing the Protectorate Court as the heir to that of Charles I, instead. Charles II's Court only came in for comment for the period after 1660.
10
After some scrutiny, however, it is clear that this tendency to disregard the exiled Court and deny it 'full courtly status' seems wrong for a number of reasons. First, as with all other royal courts, it was still the semi-private household of a royal family. It did, therefore, meet one criterion for being a princely court. Furthermore, while one is not trying to deny that the exiled Stuart Court differed from both its contemporaries and predecessors in many ways, it would be inaccurate to suggest that: (a) all of these differences were as a result of it being banished from its traditional kingdoms; (b) that it did not have anything in common with other non-exiled courts or with its predecessors; and (c) that it could not wield any form of political power and influence. Indeed, in the exiled institution's defence, one could argue that, while it did differ from the norm in some ways, there were also many points where it continued to bear remarkable similarities to other royal courts. Besides, differences between individual
